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Abstract: Continental rifting has a fundamental role in the tectonic behaviour of the Earth, shap-
ing the surface we live on. Although there is not yet a consensus about the dominant mechanism
for rifting, there is a general agreement that the stresses required to rift the continental lithosphere
are not readily available. Here we use a global finite element model of the lithosphere to calculate
the stresses acting on Africa. We consider the stresses induced by mantle flow, crustal structure
and topography in two types of models: one in which flow is exclusively driven by the sub-
ducting slabs and one in which it is derived from a shear wave tomographic model. The latter
predicts much larger stresses and a more realistic dynamic topography. It is therefore clear
that the mantle structure beneath Africa plays a key part in providing the radial and horizontal
tractions, dynamic topography and gravitational potential energy necessary for rifting. Never-
theless, the total available stress (c. 100 MPa) is much less than that needed to break thick,
cold continental lithosphere. Instead, we appeal to a model of magma-assisted rifting along
pre-existing weaknesses, where the strain is localized in a narrow axial region and the strength
of the plate is reduced significantly. Mounting geological and geophysical observations support
such a model.
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Rifts play an important part in shaping our planet,
breaking continents apart and eventually leading to
the formation of ocean basins. The topography they
generate affects our climate and gives rise locally to
fertile regions, which have had an important role
in human evolution (Bailey et al. 2000; King & Bai-
ley 2006). The East African Rift (EAR) is the best
example of a continental rift currently active on
Earth; it captures the early stages of rift develop-
ment in southern Africa through to incipient oceanic
spreading in Afar. This rift environment hosted
the earliest hominoid evolution and is the site of
numerous natural resources, including freshwater,
minerals containing the rare earth elements and
precious metals. It is also a key source of energy
for Africa in the form of geothermal, hydroelectric
and petroleum reserves.
Although continental rifting plays a fundamen-
tal part in plate tectonics, the driving forces behind
rifting are not readily apparent. In the so-called
plate stretching models, distant forces are invoked
to facilitate rifting, usually in the presence of a man-
tle plume, which helps to thermally weaken the base
of the plate (White & McKenzie 1989). Mantle
hotspots lead to uplift and, in a series of papers,
Burke and Dewey argued for the development of
triple junctions above these upwellings (e.g. Burke
& Dewey 1973). With time, the arms of a triple
junction compete for dominance. Burke and
Dewey argued that multiple upwellings beneath
Africa eventually linked up to form the EAR and
the Cameroon volcanic line. Pre-existing weak-
nesses – along suture zones or sites of previous rift-
ing, for example – may control the site of rifting
(Vauchez et al. 1997; Corti et al. 2007). The strength
and morphology of the plate will also play a part in
shaping the geometry of the rift (Ebinger & Sleep
1998; Ebinger et al. 1999; Ebinger 2005).
A number of researchers have argued that the
rifting forces available are insufficient to rupture
thick, cold lithosphere (e.g. Kusznir & Park 1987),
leading to a plate force paradox (Karner et al.
2004). However, calculating the forces available
is not a trivial exercise. There is a tendency to
treat the plate-driving mechanisms in isolation and
as separate frommantle convection when estimating
the stresses available – for example, slab forces
v. gravitational potential energy (GPE). The relative
contribution from various mechanisms will vary
with the locality and any estimates must consider
the process as a coupled system on a global scale
(Hager & O’Connell 1979; Bai et al. 1992).
To overcome the plate force paradox, melt can
be invoked as a mechanism that weakens plates
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and localizes the accommodation of strain to mag-
matic segments (e.g. Buck 2004). There is now
abundant evidence for focused melt distribution
throughout the uppermost mantle and crust in the
EAR (e.g. Keir et al. 2011; Desissa et al. 2013;
Hammond et al. 2013; Stork et al. 2013; Hammond
& Kendall 2016). Based on laboratory experiments
and seismic observations, Holtzman & Kendall
(2010) argued for melt partitioning and strain local-
ization as a mechanism that lubricates plate bound-
aries and facilitates rifting in both continental and
oceanic settings.
This paper first reviews the driving forces for
rifting and then the factors that control the strength
of a tectonic plate. We then conduct an inventory
of the forces available for rifting in Africa, drawing
on the work of Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004).
As in Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004), we take
a global dynamic perspective, treating the plates and
mantle as a coupled dynamic system (Lithgow-
Bertelloni 2014). In this view, the so-called distant
plate forces, such as slab-pull, are the result of
the negative buoyancy of the slabs, which drives
convection and generates traction at the base of
all the plates. We also account for the contributions
of GPE associated with lithospheric structure,
including both the isostatic and dynamic topogra-
phy. We then summarize the geophysical evidence
for melt distribution in the lithosphere of the EAR
system. We conclude with a summary of the forces
available, a discussion of the rifting mechanisms
in Africa based on observations, and some of the
remaining challenges in fully understanding the
mechanisms that lead to rifting.
Driving forces of rifting
What drives plate motions is an enduring ques-
tion that has been framed as plates v. mantle. An
emphasis has historically been placed on consi-
dering the stresses at plate boundaries, where the
far-field extensional forces are primarily attributed
to plate subduction (Forsyth & Uyeda 1975). This
is akin to pulling a tablecloth across a table by pull-
ing on one end. An obvious challenge with explain-
ing rifting in Africa in this manner is that the Nubian
and Somalian plates are surrounded by mid-ocean
ridges and it is difficult to invoke distant extensional
forces as the driving mechanism for rifting. Instead,
studies of mantle convection have shown that the
plates are the uppermost thermal boundary layer that
moves with the convecting system (Turcotte &
Oxburgh 1967) – a bit like viewing our tablecloth
as being transported on a conveyor belt.
Because plates are the upper thermal boundary
layer of the convecting mantle system, viewing
plate-driving forces as an inventory of forces acting
at plate boundaries misses the fundamental nature
of the plate–mantle system: plates are mantle con-
vection (e.g. Bercovici 2003) and the only driving
force is gravity acting on lateral variations in density
and the only resisting forces are due to the strength
of the material, e.g. the mantle and crust. The diffi-
culty for the Earth arises largely from the latter.
We have a pretty good idea of the sources of buoy-
ancy generating lateral heterogeneities in density,
but our knowledge of the complex rheology of
rocks as a function of pressure, temperature, compo-
sition and deformation (stress and strain rate) is
limited. Cataloguing plate-driving forces in terms
of boundary forces is a way of parameterizing our
uncertain knowledge of the rheology of the mantle,
the lithosphere and, in particular, the plate boundar-
ies (Lithgow-Bertelloni 2014).
Treating the system as one with varying
degrees of rheological sophistication reproduces
plate motions well at the global level (Lithgow-
Bertelloni & Richards 1998; Becker & Faccenna
2009; Gosh & Holt 2012; van Summeren et al.
2012) and even at the regional level of smaller
plates or regions where the plate boundary rheology
becomes significant (Stadler et al. 2010).
From this perspective, we can still speak of
ridge-push and slab-pull by bookkeeping of the
appropriate buoyancy sources. Ridge-push results
from the thickening and densification of the oce-
anic lithosphere as it ages. Slab-pull results from
the buoyancy of the slab. Gravity acting on this
density heterogeneity gives rise to flow over the
entire mantle, generating tractions that act at the
base of all plates. The viscous stresses that resist
the flow may be modified by the rheology. Strong
slabs might act as stress guides, supported by their
own weight, transmitting the generated stresses
straight to the plate and inducing very little flow
(Conrad & Lithgow-Bertelloni 2002). Hence all
buoyancy sources generate driving traction, which
is resisted by viscous or elastic stress.
Additional sources of buoyancy (from the bot-
tom thermal boundary layer and/or internal heat-
ing, or the density structure of the plates, such as
continent–ocean density differences and pressure
gradients due to isostatic or dynamic topography)
can generate smaller contributions to the tractions
and hence the global balance (,10% of the total),
although they may be significant at the regional
level (Lithgow-Bertelloni & Silver 1998; Steiner
& Conrad 2007). One way to account for the contri-
bution from the lithospheric structure and topogra-
phy is to calculate the equivalent GPE and its
potential effects on the plate-driving forces and
stresses (Frank 1972; Artyushkov 1973; Gosh &
Holt 2012).
We considered the forces available on the Afri-
can plate from this perspective. These include:
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buoyancy forces in the mantle, which give rise to
horizontal tractions that drive plate motions and
radial tractions that generate the dynamic topogra-
phy; resisting tractions due to the viscosity structure
of the plate and mantle; and the GPE due to the
structure of the crust and lithosphere.
In the context of Africa, each of these mecha-
nisms has been discussed previously, but often in
isolation. For example, Stamps et al. (2010) con-
sidered the role of GPE as a driving force for rifting.
In contrast, Que´re´ & Forte (2006) argued that man-
tle tractions alone are sufficient to drive rifting in
East Africa. In reality, no mechanism works in iso-
lation; here, we attempt to quantify the contributions
for Africa within a global model.
In terms of rifting, however, it is not enough to
have an inventory (at times incomplete) of the trac-
tions driving plates. It is also necessary to con-
sider how these tractions drive deformation in an
elastic or viscoelastic lithosphere. In other words,
the stresses driving rifting or any deformation are
mediated by the response of the shell on which
they act. For example, horizontal tractions of the
order of 10 MPa may give rise to very large resul-
tant stresses in an elastic lithosphere (Lithgow-
Bertelloni & Guynn 2004). The tectonic stress
field is controlled by sources both within the plate
and those associated with mantle flow over long
timescales and over a broad range of length scales.
Here we draw on the results from a finite ele-
ment model of the lithosphere that was used to
calculate the stresses induced by mantle flow, crus-
tal structure and topography (Lithgow-Bertelloni &
Guynn 2004; Naliboff et al. 2009, 2012). The focus
is on longer wavelength processes (c. 200 km)
beyond the flexural wavelength. For ease of com-
prehension, we separate the sources of stress that
originate from buoyancy in the mantle below the
lithosphere (in the form of horizontal (shear) and
radial (normal) tractions) and sources of stress
that are due to intra-lithospheric heterogeneity. Lith-
gow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004) considered man-
tle flow derived from a model in which mantle
flow was exclusively driven by slab subduction
(the slab model) (Lithgow-Bertelloni & Richards
1998) and shear wave tomographic models (Grand
et al. 1997; Ritsema et al. 1999). The slab model is
derived by dropping viscous slablets into the mantle
at the trench for 12 tectonic stages spanning the time
range from 150 Ma to the present. The slablets sink
vertically in the upper mantle at a terminal velocity
equal to the convergence velocity at the trench. An
effective dip angle is achieved due to trench migra-
tion between tectonic stages. The sinking velocity
slows when the slablets enter the lower mantle by a
factor (of about four) proportional to the viscosity
contrast between the upper and lower mantle. Each
slablet has a density contrast with respect to the
ambient mantle that is proportional to its age at the
time of subduction. The resulting three-dimensional
mass distribution agrees well to a first order with
tomographic images and gives rise to excellent fits
to the plate motions and the gravity field. For the
tomographic models, shear wave anomalies were
converted to density by a constant conversion fac-
tor of 0.2 g cm23/km s21. Lithgow-Bertelloni &
Guynn (2004) further considered twomodels of litho-
spheric heterogeneity based on the crustal model
CRUST 2.0 (Bassin et al. 2000): one of thesemodels
enforced isostatic compensation, whereas the other
did not. We focused on the latter, because we feel
that it is more realistic in the context of Africa.
Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004) calculated
both the horizontal and radial tractions that arise
from the three-dimensional distribution of buoyancy
in the mantle from either the slab model or tomo-
graphy by solving the equations for the conserva-
tion of mass and momentum in a spherical shell
for a Newtonian fluid, where the viscosity increases
only with depth. The equations were solved analyt-
ically via propagator matrices (Hager & O’Connell
1979) using spherical harmonic expansions to har-
monic degree and order 50 when appropriate. The
radial profile of viscosity includes a lithosphere
moderately more viscous than the sub-astheno-
spheric part of the upper mantle (by a factor of
10), a low viscosity asthenosphere (factor of 0.01)
and a strong lower mantle (factor of 50). This vis-
cosity profile gives an excellent match to the
present day geoid anomalies for the slab model
(Lithgow-Bertelloni & Richards 1998). For consis-
tency, the same viscosity profile was used for all
buoyancy fields. The GPE fields were calculated
from CRUST 2.0 assuming a 100 km depth of com-
pensation and a uniform lithospheric mantle.
The intra-lithospheric stresses were calculated
using the finite element model described in techn-
ical detail in Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004).
In brief, each source of stress was applied separately
to a spherical shell of resolution 2 × 28 and 100 km
in thickness. The stress resultants were calculated
by solving the momentum equation for an elastic
solid using the finite element package ABAQUS.
As the rheology was linear, the results can be super-
posed. Horizontal tractions were applied at the bot-
tom of the spherical shell. In the absence of radial
tractions and bending stresses, horizontal tractions
generate almost purely strike-slip stresses as per
Love’s thin shell equations (Lithgow-Bertelloni &
Guynn 2004).
The contributions due to radial tractions (dyna-
mic topography) cannot be applied directly as they
create very large bending stresses in the absence
of the gravitational restoring force. Instead, we
separately calculated the contribution due to
the elevation (gravity stresses) and those due to
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extension and compression of the shell (membrane
stresses); see also Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn
(2004, fig. 2).
The stresses resulting from the lithospheric
structure (GPE) were calculate d by applying the
pressure obtained from the calculation of the GPE
to a depth of compensation of 100 km to each of
the lateral faces of the elements in the shell, as in
Richardson & Reding (1991).
The in-plane principal stresses (i.e. assuming
that the maximum stress was in the vertical direc-
tion) were extracted from the full three-dimensional
stress field calculated. The implied regime (normal,
compressional and strike-slip) was calculated using
the formalism of Simpson (1997).
Strength of the continental lithosphere
A number of factors influence the strength of a plate.
These include the composition, age, temperature,
style of deformation and pore pressure (e.g. Brace
&Kohlstedt 1980). The continental lithosphere con-
sists of a quartz-rich crust that overlies an olivine-
rich mantle. This leads to a rheologically layered
plate, which is weakest in the lower crust, where
quartz deforms plastically. This model is often
referred to as the ‘jelly sandwich’ model (e.g. Jack-
son 2002), where the mantle is the strongest part of
the lithosphere. In contrast, oceanic lithosphere is
stronger because it lacks a thick quartz-rich crust,
which can explain why rifting is more common in
the continental lithosphere (Vink et al. 1984). This
model is not universally accepted and arguments
have been made that the strength of the lithosphere
is controlled by a single seismogenic crustal layer
(Maggi et al. 2000; Jackson 2002). The strength
envelopes will be strongly affected by the amount
of water in the lower crust and upper mantle. A
wet uppermost mantle may be much weaker than
is commonly thought.
Mechanical stretching of the lithosphere as a
response to distant forces can be thought of as an
end-member style of rifting (e.g. McKenzie 1978;
Wernicke 1985). In such models, extension is
accommodated by large offset border faults in the
brittle parts of the crust and a broad zone of stretch-
ing in the more ductile parts of the plate. These mod-
els predict the formation of sedimentary basins and
many features seen at passive margins (e.g. McKen-
zie 1978). However, a problem with these models is
that they require very large stresses to rupture the
lithosphere – hence the ‘plate force paradox’
(Buck 2004). The yield strength will vary with fac-
tors such as the strain rate, flow parameters, the
water content and heat flow. Stamps et al. (2010)
showed how the yield strength of the East African
lithosphere can increase by a factor of two on
moving from north to south. In general, the pre-
dicted yield stresses vary from 200 MPa to 1 GPa
depending on the assumed parameters.
The mechanical or tectonic stretching models
neglect the effects of magmatism and associated
heating in the rifting process. Figure 1, from Buck
(2004), illustrates the features of the tectonic
stretching model (in a ‘jelly sandwich’ plate) and
a model of magma-assisted rifting. Both models
assume a 30 km thick crust with a strain rate of
10214 s21 and a thermal profile derived from a sur-
face heat flow of 40 mW m22; see Buck (2004) for
details. In the magma-assisted model, the strain is
localized to the rift axis, predicting much sharper
lateral changes in crustal thickness and the depth
to the lithosphere–asthenosphere boundary. The
yield strengths for these models are much smaller
than those for the tectonic stretching models.
Pre-existing weaknesses and lithospheric
thin spots
The seminal paper of Wilson (1966) proposed the
idea that ocean basins open and close in a cyclical
nature; it has long been recognized that pre-existing
weaknesses in the crust can serve as nucleating
points for rifting. In fact, Dunbar & Sawyer (1989)
argued that such features could explain the differ-
ences between magmatic and amagmatic rifting.
However, we now understand that this difference
more probably reflects different stages of rifting,
where the strain is increasingly accommodated by
magmatism as a rift system matures (Ebinger &
Casey 2001).
Rifting may be influenced by the rock fabric and
the style of deformation. Vauchez et al. (1997) dis-
cussed the frequently observed correlation between
rifts and the pre-existing tectonic fabric (Fig. 2).
They argued that an inherited mechanical anisot-
ropy in the lithosphere may preferentially weaken
the lithosphere in directions parallel to orogenic
belts. Rift-parallel seismic anisotropy may provide
the signature of this fabric, but such observations
have also been attributed to melt-induced anisot-
ropy (e.g. Kendall et al. 2005, 2006; Holtzman &
Kendall 2010). Nevertheless, both mechanisms
serve to weaken the lithosphere. In Africa, the west-
ern branch of the Tanzanian portion of the EAR is
thought to follow the weaker lithosphere of the
mobile belts (Nyblade & Brazier 2002) and the
Main Ethiopian Rift is thought to be the site of a
Proterozoic collision zone (Keranen & Klemperer
2008; Cornwell et al. 2010). Elevated temperatures
during rifting may lead to a reduction in grain size
that facilitates a transition from dislocation to dif-
fusion creep mechanisms, further reducing the
strength of rift boundaries (Hopper & Buck 1993).
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It is well known in rock mechanics that pre-
existing weaknesses play a central part in deforma-
tion. Figure 2b, derived from Hall et al. (2006),
shows a laboratory-scale example of a plate with
two pre-existing weaknesses that had been sub-
jected to compressive stress. As the plate ruptured,
fractures propagated away from the pre-existing
weaknesses. Interestingly, the ‘rift’ in the plate bifur-
cates, resembling the western and eastern arms of
the EAR. Although this is a very qualitative com-
parison, it demonstrates the role that pre-existing
weaknesses can have in shaping the geometry of
rift systems. Lateral variations in the strength of
the plate will shape the dimensions of the rift valley
and flank uplift (Ebinger et al. 1999).
Lithospheric thin spots may also be required
to initiate rifting. Armitage et al. (2009) showed
how a thin lithosphere is required for a thermal
anomaly to initiate melt production by decompres-
sion. Ebinger & Sleep (1998) argued that a single
plume interacting with a thin lithosphere beneath
the Mesozoic–Palaeogene rifts and passive mar-
gins of Africa and Arabia may guide the lateral
flow of plume material. The structure of the litho-
sphere appears to exert a strong influence on the
spatial distribution of plume-related melting and
magmatism.
Both pre-existing weaknesses and lithospheric
thin spots can help to produce the decompres-
sion melting that facilitates rifting. The melt serves
to focus the strain with little crustal stretching
and can significantly reduce the strength of plate
(Buck 2004).
Dynamic topography and the African
super-plume
Africa, as a continent, sits anomalously high in
elevation. Whereas most cratons have an average
elevation of a few hundred metres, large portions
of Africa stand more than 1 km above sea-level
(Lithgow-Bertelloni & Silver 1998). It is difficult
to explain this topography by isostatic compen-
sation due to thickness and density variations,
given the known crustal and lithospheric structure
of Africa. Instead, it is now commonly accepted
that mantle flow driven by density anomalies in
the mantle acts to dynamically support the excess
elevation in Africa (Lithgow-Bertelloni & Silver
1998) and may even explain the uplift of the western
margin of the Arabian craton (Daradich et al. 2003).
Africa is underlain by a large low shear velocity
province (LLSVP) (Fig. 3), which is one of two
Fig. 1. Comparison of a mechanical or tectonic stretching model (upper panel) and a magma-assisted rifting model
(lower panel) for a given geotherm and strain rate (redrawn from Buck 2004). The yield stress as a function of depth
is shown on the far right and is much smaller for the magma-assisted model.
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Fig. 2. The role of pre-existing weakness in plate rupture. (a) The correspondence between normal faults of the East
Africa Rift (black lines) and the orientation of Proterozoic pre-existing sutures (white dashed lines). The red line
shows a transpressional shear zone that cross-cuts the region (based on Tommasi & Vauchez 2015). (b) Rifting in a
roughly 5 × 10 cm plate, 3.5 cm thick (adapted from Hall et al. 2006). The plate is subject to compression, as
indicated by the black arrows. The short (1.2 cm) straight line segments in red and green and oriented in a 458
direction are sites of pre-existing weaknesses that have been scored in the plate. The red and green symbols show
failure locations along the plate.
Fig. 3. Image of shear wave velocity structure beneath Africa in the tomographic model S20RTS (after Ritsema
et al. 1999) along the profile indicated in the smaller map-view inset. The large low shear velocity province starts at
the core–mantle boundary beneath southern Africa and trends upwards in a northeasterly direction towards the Red
Sea. The colour scale is+2% of a one-dimensional (1-D) shear velocity model.
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large (degree-two in spherical harmonics) features
of planet Earth that extend upwards from the
core–mantle boundary (the other lies beneath the
south-central Pacific Ocean). These are sometimes
called ‘super-plumes’ and are thought to be long-
lived thermo-chemical anomalies that may spawn
smaller plumes and may even be associated with
the location of diamond formation (Torsvik et al.
2010). The ‘super-swells’ seen in the South Pacific
(McNutt 1998) and African (Nyblade & Robinson
1994) regions are attributed to these anomalously
buoyant regions of the mantle. We note that most
studies of the dynamic topography of these features
are interpreted in terms of thermal effects. The
effects of compositional differences is a challenge
as there is still no consensus about the chemical
nature (if any) of these anomalies; see Davies
et al. (2015) for a discussion of LLSVPs.
Current tomographic models of the seismic
velocity structure of the mantle can be used to pre-
dict the time-dependent mantle flow using current
images as boundary conditions for backwards
advection (Bunge et al. 2002; Conrad & Gurnis
2003; Forte et al. 2010; Moucha & Forte 2011).
Conrad & Gurnis (2003) modelled the evolution of
dynamic topography beneath the region of Africa
(Fig. 4). At 105 Ma, the most pronounced uplift
was located at the site of Gondwana rifting between
what is now present day Africa and India. By 60 Ma,
Africa had migrated southwards and the site of
highest uplift was East Africa; during the last
30 Ma this uplift has moved from eastern to south-
ern Africa. At face value, the sites with the highest
predicted uplift correspond with rifting in Africa
over the past 105 Ma, suggesting that the dynamic
topography plays an important part in African rift-
ing. We next consider the rifting forces associated
with dynamic topography and GPE.
Radial tractions and gravitational
potential energy
Stresses applied to a plate in a radial direction lead
to a dynamic topography, the magnitude of which
is the ratio of the radial stresses to the density
contrast between the plate and air/water multiplied
by the gravitational acceleration. The stronger
the source of buoyancy, the larger the stress and
the dynamic topography. The dynamic topography
is little affected by the presence of low viscosity
channels because it is the result of normal stresses
that are effectively transmitted across rheological
boundaries (Naliboff et al. 2012). Figure 5 shows
Fig. 4. Dynamic topography (in km) of Africa over the past 105 Ma (from Conrad & Gurnis 2003).
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the forces at play.Membrane stresses result from the
extension and compression of the lithosphere as it
bends and flexes. Gravitational stresses result from
the topography and try to restore the plate to gravi-
tational equilibrium. An example is the contribu-
tions to the ridge-push force that result from uplift
of the ridge axis.
In addition to the gravitational stresses aris-
ing from the dynamic contribution to topography,
we must consider those resulting from intra-
lithospheric heterogeneity due to variations in the
crustal thickness and density as well as those in
the mantle lithosphere. No existing work has used
a full lithospheric structure with variations in thick-
ness and density and calculated the stresses because
this is technically difficult. What is often calculated
instead is the GPE arising from the density varia-
tions for equal thickness columns compensated at
a typical depth, which are balanced by gradients in
the deviatoric stress (Molnar & Lyon-Caen 1988).
We can solve for the deviatoric stresses that balance
the GPE (Flesch et al. 2001; Stamps et al. 2010;
Gosh & Holt 2012) or apply it as a pressure on all
horizontal faces of a column (Lithgow-Bertelloni
& Guynn 2004).
One complication in distinguishing the sub-
lithospheric mantle v. lithospheric contributions to
sources of stress arises when using the GPE formu-
lation. Because this depends on the total topogra-
phy, we must know which part of the topography
is supported dynamically and which part is sup-
ported isostatically by variations in the crustal and
lithospheric mantle thickness and density. This is
often difficult or impossible to achieve because we
do not know the lithospheric structure well enough
and the dynamic contributions are derived from
flow models. Nonetheless it is possible to attempt
a separation by calculating a dynamic contribution
from a given mantle density structure and subtract-
ing it from the total topography and then calculating
the GPE, as in Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004).
In the context of Africa, recent work by Stamps
et al. (2010) calculated the deviatoric stresses due
to lateral gradients in the GPE for the region of
Fig. 5. Schematic diagram illustrating the sources of stress acting on the lithosphere. The sources include horizontal
(thin black arrows) and radial tractions (thick orange and blue arrows) induced by flow in the mantle driven by
density heterogeneities (i.e. slabs or large-scale upwellings) and gravity acting on intra-lithospheric density
heterogeneities (the radial and lateral structure of the crust and lithosphere). The latter generates topography via
isostasy. Radial tractions induce physical deflection of the lithosphere, giving rise to the dynamic topography.
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Africa. Like Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004),
they used CRUST 2.0 in their models, although
they did not separate dynamic from isostatic con-
tributions. Based on models of lithospheric strength,
they concluded that buoyancy forces are proba-
bly insufficient to rupture thick, cold continental
lithosphere.
Figure 6 (coloured contours) shows the radial
tractions that will give rise to the dynamic topo-
graphy of the slab model and also two shear wave
tomographic models: the Grand (Grand et al. 1997)
and S20RTS (Ritsema et al. 1999) models. It is clear
that the tomographic models do a much better job
of explaining the observed dynamic topography
for Africa. This is not surprising because the slab
model ignores buoyancy sources not related to sub-
duction. In regions of long-lived subduction, the
slab model is a more faithful representation of den-
sity heterogeneity and dynamic topography (e.g.
the western Pacific) and is much better at predict-
ing stresses than the World Stress Map (Lithgow-
Bertelloni &Guynn 2004). It is also clear that differ-
ences between tomographic models and hence the
mantle structure have a large influence on the azi-
muth and magnitude of the stresses that will eventu-
ally drive rifting. S20RTS predicts a broad area of
Fig. 6. Net horizontal tractions (arrows) and radial tractions (colours) for instantaneous mantle flow driven by
density heterogeneities derived from (a) the shear wave tomographic model Grand (Grand et al. 1997), (b) the slab
model (Lithgow-Bertelloni & Richards 1998) and (c) the S20RTS model (Ritsema et al. 1999).
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outwards radial traction that roughly parallels the
EAR and agrees with the observed dynamic topog-
raphy, not only in eastern Africa, but also in north-
ern Africa. The Grand model (Grand et al. 1997)
does not do as good a job of predicting the extent
of the dynamic topography – it is lacking in south-
ern Africa and northern Africa. However, this model
predicts larger extensional stresses in an east–west
direction along the EAR (Fig. 7).
Figure 7 shows the predicted deviatoric stresses
from the GPE (model TD0 in Lithgow-Bertelloni
& Guynn 2004) and the net horizontal and radial
tractions calculated from the flow induced by the
density anomalies inferred from the Grand tomo-
graphic model. The magnitude of the GPE contri-
bution is on the order of 25 MPa over the EAR
(Fig. 6a). This magnitude depends on the details of
the lithospheric structure used and the mechanism
Fig. 7. Total predicted deviatoric stresses in the lithospheric plate. Red indicates extension, green transform and
blue compression. Stresses resulting from (a) GPE use the lithospheric model TD0 from Lithgow-Bertelloni &
Guynn (2004). Net (b) horizontal and (c) radial tractions are calculated from the flow induced by heterogeneity
derived from the Grand tomographic model. The deviatoric stresses are calculated by applying radial and horizontal
tractions to an elastic shell 100 km thick (see Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn 2004). Stresses due to horizontal
tractions induce a largely strike-slip regime because, in the absence of radial tractions, the stress resultants are equal
and opposite (Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn 2004). The small non-strike-slip regimes are not significant as they
correspond to very small stresses.
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of isostatic compensation (Lithgow-Bertelloni &
Guynn 2004; Naliboff et al. 2012). The most recent
crustal compilation, CRUST 1.0 (Laske et al. 2013),
leaves this magnitude largely unchanged. The stres-
ses associated with radial tractions are larger (30–
70 MPa) across the region. With both the GPE
and radial tractions the sense of rifting in the EAR
is correct (i.e. extension in a roughly east–west
direction near the EAR). The stress magnitudes
are large in west Africa, but in a strike-slip regime,
and very small in southern Africa.
Horizontal tractions at the base of the
African lithosphere
Viscous coupling between the mantle and the over-
lying lithosphere ensures that the horizontal shear
tractions generated by mantle flow will act at the
base of the plate (Fig. 5). These are the tractions
that primarily drive all plate motions, regardless of
the location of the buoyancy sources. However,
buoyancy sources closer to the plate will provide a
larger contribution to the total torque balance for
that plate. For example, plates with slabs attached
to them will be affected more strongly and directly
by the slab buoyancy and strength than plates with-
out slabs (Conrad & Lithgow-Bertelloni 2002). In
Africa, the Somalian plate has no attached slab
(although we note that Forte et al. (2010) argued
that subduction may be initiating in this region)
and the Nubian plate has minimal slab activity to
the north. African plate dynamics have a more sig-
nificant contribution from the buoyancy of the Afri-
can LLSVPs (Lithgow-Bertelloni & Silver 1998).
Consider a high-density blob sinking into the
mantle. This will pull mantle material towards
the downwelling, which will impose tractions on
the base of the plate and, depending on their relative
directions of movement, can both enhance or oppose
plate motion. In contrast, resisting tractions are
those that result from the plate moving over a vis-
cous mantle (perhaps in response to distant forces)
and will always oppose plate motion. The net trac-
tion is the sum of the driving and resisting tractions
at a given point and is the net traction that drives
deformation (i.e. contributes to rifting).
How effectively the horizontal tractions drive
deformation will depend on the presence or absence
of low viscosity channels in the mantle and the
lithosphere.
Figure 6 (black arrows) shows the predicted hor-
izontal tractions from the Grand, S20RTS and slab
models. Figure 7b shows the stresses induced by
these tractions, but only for the Grand model. We
note that allowing for reasonable lateral variations
in viscosity has little effect on the results (Naliboff
et al. 2009).
The maximum magnitudes are 30–60 MPa and
the sense of stress is conducive to rifting in the
northern parts of the EAR (i.e. extensional). Note
that there is some extension in southern Africa,
but the stress magnitudes are negligible. These
results are in rough agreement with those of Forte
et al. (2010) and Moucha & Forte (2011), although
the approach taken is rather different from that of
Lithgow-Bertelloni & Guynn (2004).
Combined effects: a full plate model with
radial and horizontal traction
Figure 8 shows the predicted stresses when combin-
ing all sources of stress (GPE, horizontal and radial
Fig. 8. Stresses obtained when summing all contribu-
tions to the stress field (mantle+GPE) for (a) the Grand
and (b) slab models. See Figure 7 for more detail.
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mantle tractions) for two mantle heterogeneity mod-
els (the Grand and slab models).
Figure 8b shows the predicted radial and hori-
zontal stress for a model driven solely by slabs
descending into the mantle. As noted, this model
works well at predicting stresses in areas of previous
long-lived subduction, such as SE Asia (Lithgow-
Bertelloni & Guynn 2004). However, it does not
do a good job of fitting Africa’s dynamic topogra-
phy and it predicts very small horizontal tractions
(,10 MPa) and elastic stresses (,25 MPa) across
most of the African continent. This is not surprising
because the slab model has no buoyancy associated
with active upwelling (i.e. no LLSVPs). It is clear
that the mantle structure beneath Africa and its
dynamic consequences plays a fundamental part in
dynamic uplift and rifting in East Africa.
The Grand model (Fig. 8a) predicts much larger
stresses and the right sense of extension in the EAR.
An inventory of forces yields a GPE contribution to
the stress on the order of 25 MPa and similar magni-
tudes, perhaps as high as 70 MPa, from horizontal
and radial tractions (i.e. the dynamic topography).
The total sum is no more than 100 MPa, well short
of the c. 0.5–1.0 GPa needed to break thick, cold
continental lithosphere.
Geophysical signature of lithospheric melt
The EAR has been the focus of a number of geo-
physical investigations of the rift system for many
decades – for example, the early refraction work in
Ethiopia (Berckhemer et al. 1975) and the KRISP
experiment in Kenya (Khan et al. 1999). The Ethio-
pia Afar Geoscientific Lithospheric Experiment
(Maguire et al. 2003) and the Ethiopia Kenya
Broadband Seismic Experiment (Nyblade & Lang-
ston 2002) marked the start of a series of deploy-
ments of broadband seismometers across the Horn
of Africa. Over 200 seismic stations have been
installed in the region in the past 15 years; see,
for example, the compilations in Gallacher et al.
(2016, in review) and Civiero et al. (2015). In con-
trast, the coverage prior to this period was based on a
handful of seismic stations. A drive to better instru-
mentation in Ethiopia has come from leadership at
the University of Addis Ababa (e.g. Ayele et al.
2007). Needless to say, our ‘picture’ of the crust
and underlying mantle has seen a stepwise improve-
ment. For example, as station numbers have
increased, body-wave tomographic images of the
velocity structure have steadily improved in both
coverage and resolution (e.g. Bastow et al. 2005,
2008; Benoit et al. 2006; Hammond et al. 2013; Civ-
iero et al. 2015).
The 2005 Dabbahu event provided a particularly
spectacular exhibition of dyke injection along a
rift segment (e.g. Wright et al. 2006; Ayele et al.
2007; Ebinger et al. 2008; Hamling et al. 2009;
Grandin et al. 2010), which was the first event of
its kind to be documented with modern geodetic
techniques such as InSAR. The Afar Rift Consor-
tium project has led to a concurrent multidisci-
plinary programme of study, such that we now
have a much better understanding of how the crust
and mantle are deforming during rifting (Wright
et al. 2016).
The seismic signature of rifting reveals a num-
ber of interesting features. Figure 9 shows an image
of the P- and S-wave velocity structure at a depth
of 80 km (Hammond et al. 2013), near the bot-
tom of the African lithosphere in this region. The
velocities are not absolute, but are derived using
relative travel-time tomography where the velocity
anomalies are perturbations from a background
mean. The rift is marked by punctuated upwellings
of hot and partially molten material that penetrate
the plate. These low velocity zones are not confined
to areas beneath magmatic segments in the rift
valley; many of these zones are distributed along
the margins of the rift. An example is the Silty–
Debra–Zeit lineament on the western edge of the
Main Ethiopian Rift and the western shoulder
of the rift bordering on Afar (near Mekele). The
low velocity anomalies show a remarkable resem-
blance to the overlying geometry of the rift, even
exhibiting sharp right-angle bends away from the
trend of the Main Ethiopian Rift to the trend of the
Red Sea rift segments. In general, the Afar region
shows complicated variations in uppermantle veloc-
ity structure (e.g. Stork et al. (2013), who used Pn
tomography to image the uppermost mantle). The
low velocities cannot be explained by thermal
anomalies and partial melt is required (see Bastow
et al. 2005). It is worth noting that the absolute
travel-time delays in this region are the largest any-
where on Earth.
Surface-wave tomography reveals similar fea-
tures and offers better vertical resolution, but poorer
lateral resolution (Fishwick 2010). Using teleseis-
mic Love and Rayleigh waves, Sebai et al. (2006)
and Sicilia et al. (2008) reported low velocities to
depths of roughly 400 km beneath the Main Ethio-
pian Rift, the Afar hotspot, the Red Sea, the Gulf
of Aden and east of the Tanzania Craton. They
saw a stratified anisotropic structure, but noted that
their lateral resolution was of the order of 500 km.
Guidarelli et al. (2011) used regional Rayleigh
waves to image the Afar region in finer detail,
revealing a patchwork of stranded continental sliv-
ers surrounded by regions of low velocity, melt-rich
material, a pattern not unlike that reported by Stork
et al. (2013). Using ambient noise imaging, Koros-
telev et al. (2015) showed how magmatic processes
are focused at the axial magmatic segments and also
J.-M. KENDALL & C. LITHGOW-BERTELLONI22
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
at the rift flanks. Gallacher et al. (2016, in review),
using array-based Rayleigh wave tomography with
teleseismic phases, found heterogeneities in the
Main Ethiopian Rift as well as the Afar region.
They also imaged the anisotropic velocity structure
of the region to a depth of 250 km. Their contrasting
observations in the Main Ethiopian Rift and Afar
region suggest that melt production is at its highest
early during the break-up process. In agreement
with other studies, they noted a pronounced segmen-
tation in the low velocity zones that extended well
into the mantle.
The velocity structure of a plate shows dis-
continuities at the base of the crust (the Moho)
and, at times, even at the base of the plate (the lith-
osphere–asthenosphere boundary). The so-called
receiver functions highlight these discontinuities
through the identification of seismic phase conver-
sions (e.g. S- to P-wave or P- to S-wave at these
boundaries; e.g. Dugda et al. 2005). Using P- to
S-wave conversions and their reverberations, Stuart
et al. (2006) and Hammond et al. (2014) presented a
comprehensive picture of the crustal structure
across most of Ethiopia and Eritrea (Fig. 10a).
Figure 10b shows a transect from the Ethiopian pla-
teau to northern Eritrea (at a latitude of roughly 138).
The crust thins from nearly 40 km in thickness to
,15 km in a dramatically short distance. Large
variations in the crustal structure of Afar were also
noted in the early seismic refraction and gravity
work of Makris & Ginzburg (1987). More recently,
Reed et al. (2014) showed dramatic variations in
the crust in a transect across the Tendaho Graben
in the Afar region. The thinnest crust is marked by
an increased the Vp/Vs ratio, widely well above 2;
such values are almost impossible to explain with-
out the presence of fluid (partial melt in this
instance). Hammond (2014) has shown that anisot-
ropy due to melt alignment, both horizontally (sills)
and vertically (dykes), is required to explain the
crustal receiver functions in the Afar region.
The lithosphere–asthenosphere boundary in this
region also exhibits rapid lateral changes in pro-
perties. Rychert et al. (2012) isolated S- to P-wave
conversions at a depth of c. 80 km. Beneath the
Ethiopian plateau, the conversions are consistent
with a sharp transition from low velocity astheno-
sphere to the higher velocity cold and rigid pan-
African lithosphere. The conversion is opposite
in nature beneath the rift and suggests a transition
to a lower velocity mantle above 80 km, an obser-
vation that Rychert et al. (2012) interpreted as the
Fig. 9. (a) P-wave and (b) S-wave velocity structure of the mantle at a depth of 80 km. Velocities are given as a
percentage difference from the one-dimensional background mean (grey indicates regions of unresolved velocities).
Black lines mark the rift border faults and the black elliptical shapes mark magmatic segments. Figure is from the
model of Hammond et al. (2013).
WHY IS AFRICA RIFTING? 23
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
Fig. 10. The crustal structure of the Horn of Africa (from Hammond et al. 2011). (a) Map view of crustal thickness
(dark grey areas are unresolved). Red ellipsoidal shapes mark the magmatic segments and the inverted triangles
show the stations contributing to the crustal thickness estimates. The black lines show the border faults separating
Afar from the western and southeastern plateaus. The dashed line shows the Tendahao-Gob’a discontinuity (northern
line) and arcuate accommodation zone (southern line). (b) A west–east cross-sectional image of crustal structure
along the latitude of c. 138 N produced using common conversion point imaging (see Hammond et al. (2011) for
more detail). The lower part shows an interpretation with an estimate of average Vp/Vs ratios. Vp/Vs . 2.0.
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onset of melting in the rifted region. Again, the tran-
sition from the pan-African lithosphere to the rifted
region is very sharp at the base of the plate. Based on
a self-consistent model of mantle flow, Armitage
et al. (2015) argued that the warmed lithosphere
is thinned to,50 km beneath the rift, but the origin
of the melt-related discontinuity at deeper depths is
still unclear. Both the Moho and the lithosphere–
asthenosphere boundary observations show that
strain is localized at the rift flanks in a narrow region
and do not support ideas of a broad, distributed
stretching of the plate, as suggested by the tectonic
stretching model.
Observations of seismic anisotropy also high-
light regions of intense melt alignment, both at shal-
low depths beneath the magmatic segments (Keir
et al. 2005, 2011) and throughout the lithosphere
beneath the rift flanks (Kendall et al. 2005, 2006;
Hammond & Kendall 2016). Finite frequency mod-
elling of SKS splitting further supports this conclu-
sion (Hammond et al. 2010). Bastow et al. (2010)
used a combined analysis of SKS splitting and azi-
muthal variations in Love and Rayleigh waves to
show that the anisotropy in the upper 80 km of the
Main Ethiopian Rift must be due to aligned melt.
The degree of alignment is particularly intense in
the narrowest regions of the Main Ethiopian Rift
(Hammond & Kendall (2016).
However, studies based on SKS splitting (Gas-
hawbeza et al. 2004; Kendall et al. 2006; Gao
et al. 2010) and joint SKS splitting and receiver
function analysis (Obrebski et al. 2010) have argued
that there must be a deeper seated layer of ani-
sotropy reflecting the current asthenospheric flow.
Using shear wave splitting tomography, Hammond
et al. (2014) showed that SKS splitting across the
region can indeed be explained by multiple causes.
The sub-lithospheric mantle in the rift region shows
a consistent pattern of anisotropy across the region
that can be explained by the lattice-preferred
orientation of olivine due to mantle flow. The aniso-
tropy and isotropic travel-time tomography delin-
eate a carpet of low velocity material that is rising
upwards from the deeper mantle, migrating in a
northeasterly direction towards the Arabian craton.
The lithospheric anisotropy shows much more
variability. In some places it is small and can be
explained by pre-existing fabrics in slivers of conti-
nental crust, whereas in other areas it is large and
aligned with the low velocity anomalies and/or
magmatic segments (as noted also by Keir et al.
2005, 2011).
Magnetotelluric experiments provide comple-
mentary geophysical methods to image the pres-
ence of melt. Whaler & Hautot (2006) showed
evidence of crustal melt beneath magmatic seg-
ments of the Main Ethiopian Rift and even in the
lower crust beneath the flank of the Ethiopian
plateau. There appears to be large volumes of melt
beneath parts of Afar that extend well into the man-
tle (Desissa et al. 2013). There is some discrepancy
between the estimated melt volumes from magneto-
telluric and seismic methods, but the effect of melt
composition may explain some of this (Pommier
& Garnero 2014). Linking seismic and electrical
images of melt and their anisotropy is an ongoing
challenge.
Cumulatively, these observations suggest that
strain is localized along narrow zones and that
melt is localized on the marginal lithosphere–
asthenosphere boundary (see Holtzman & Kendall
2010 for a more extensive discussion). There is
no evidence of a broad zone of stretching, implying
that local processes play a central part in rifting.
Discussion and conclusions
We have calculated the stresses induced by mantle
flow, crustal structure and topography in two types
of models using a finite element model of the litho-
sphere. In one model, the mantle flow is derived
from a model exclusively driven by slab subduc-
tion (the slab model), whereas in the other model
it is derived from a shear wave tomographic model
(the Grand model). Based on an inventory of the
stresses available, the Grand model predicts exten-
sional stresses of up to 100 MPa. In contrast, the
slabmodel predicts stresses of nomore than 25 MPa.
The maximum magnitudes can vary between tomo-
graphic models as they depend on the amplitude of
the seismic anomalies. The conversion of velocity
to density could potentially increase the magnitudes
with these models by a maximum factor of two.
It is difficult to decouple the contribution from var-
ious mechanisms, but the mantle structure beneath
Africa plays a key part in providing the radial (and
hence dynamic topography) and horizontal tractions
in addition to the GPE necessary for rifting. Distant
slab forces are clearly not enough to explain rifting
in this region.
Nevertheless, the combined stresses are clearly
not sufficient to rupture thick, cold, dry continental
lithosphere (.1 GPa). There are at least three rea-
sons why the yield strength might be lower than
that required in such a model. First, the presence
of melt weakens the lithosphere and, based on the
calculations of Buck (2004), stresses of c. 200 MPa
are needed, which are arguably still more than
those available. However, a higher geothermal
gradient will reduce this figure; more work is
required to test the sensitivity of the yield stress to
this and other factors (e.g. melt composition and
fluid content). Second, pre-existing weaknesses
and lithospheric thin spots will reduce the strength
of the plate. There is considerable evidence
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worldwide that plates rupture along pre-existing
sutures (Wilson 1966) and Africa is no exception
(Vauchez et al. 1997). Third, the mantle may be
much wetter that we think it is and the ‘jelly sand-
wich’ model of continental lithosphere may overes-
timate the yield strength of the mantle (Jackson
2002). However, these models still predict a very
strong crust. In summary, based on our current
knowledge of the strength of the continental litho-
sphere, it is increasingly clear that we must invoke
the presence of melt as a mechanism for reducing
the strength of the African plate, in addition to pre-
existing weaknesses and/or lithospheric thin spots.
Recent geophysical investigations show abun-
dant evident for strain localization and focused
melt upwellings beneath East Africa. These obser-
vations provide the ‘smoking gun’ for magma-
assisted models of rifting and do not support the
tectonic stretching models. A better estimate of the
variations in plate thickness across the region would
provide useful information to give a better under-
standing of plate–mantle interactions (e.g. Ebinger
& Sleep 1998).
There are still a number of outstanding issues
and poorly known parameters in understanding con-
tinental rifting. For example, do we really know
the strength of a plate? The yield stresses are bet-
ter known for the crustal component of the plate,
but there is some uncertainty in determining the
strength of the mantle component. If all sources
of density heterogeneity in the mantle and litho-
sphere were known, along with all the rheological
properties, it would be possible to model mantle
flow and surface deformation within the same
framework. However, there would still be technical
difficulties because of the vastly different time-
scales of the processes involved in different types
of deformation from elastic (instantaneous) to vis-
cous (millions of years), which are at present impos-
sible to model in the context of one code.
Another uncertainty is the style ofmantle upwell-
ing beneath Africa. The so-called Afar plume
is not a simple diapiric plume. The architecture of
mantle upwelling from the core–mantle boundary
to the surface beneath NE Africa is still being deter-
mined and there is considerable debate as to its
thermo-chemical nature. Smaller plumes may initi-
ate from instabilities in a deeper super-plume that
may or may not be chemically distinct from the
ambient mantle (Civiero et al. 2015; Thompson
et al. 2015). However, it is hard to see how this
anomaly could not be buoyant given the significant
dynamic topography of Africa.
The analysis in this work concentrates on Africa
and the EAR system. However, what about other
continental rifts? Although subduction is not a sig-
nificant driver of rifting in East Africa, it plays a
more significant part in rifting in the Red Sea
(Bellahsen et al. 2003). An understanding of rifting
in local settings must consider the processes as a
coupled system on a global scale.
The work presented here resulted from discussions at the
Magmatic Rifting and Volcanism Conference held in
Addis Ababa in 2012 and we would like to thank the
organizers of the conference for inviting CLB to attend.
We thank James Hammond and Chris Hawkesworth for
helpful suggestions, which have improved the writing. A
number of people assisted in the production of the figures
and their help is gratefully appreciated: James Wookey for
Figures 3 and 5, Steve Hall and Alain Vauchez for parts of
Figure 2, Clint Conrad for Figure 4, James Hammond for
Figures 9 and 10 and John Naliboff for help with Figures
7 and 8. We are grateful to reviewer Roger Buck and editor
Tim Wright for their constructive comments and patience.
This work was supported by NERC grant NE/E007414/1.
References
Armitage, J., Henstock, T., Minshull, T. & Hopper, J.
2009. Lithospheric controls on melt production during
continental breakup at slow rates of extension: applica-
tion to the North Atlantic. Geochemistry, Geophysics,
Geosystems, 10, Q06018.
Armitage, J.J., Ferguson, D.J., Goes, S., Hammond,
J.O.S., Calais, E., Rychert, C.A. & Harmon, N.
2015. Upper mantle temperature and the onset of
extension and break-up in Afar, Africa. Earth and
Planetary Science Letters, 418, 78, http://doi.org/
10.1016/j.epsl.2015.02.039
Artyushkov, E.V. 1973. Stresses in the lithosphere
caused by crustal thickness inhomogeneities. Journal
of Geophysical Research, 78, 7675–7708.
Ayele, A., Jacques, E. et al. 2007. The volcano-seismic
crisis in Afar, Ethiopia, starting September 2005. Earth
and Planetary Science Letters, 255, 177–187.
Bai, W., Vigny, C., Ricard, Y. & Froidevaux, C. 1992.
On the origin of deviatoric stresses in the lithosphere.
Journal of Geophysical Research, 97, 11729–11737.
Bailey, G., King, G. & Manighetti, I. 2000. Tectonics,
volcanism, landscape structure and human evolution in
the African Rift. In: Bailey, G.N., Charles, R. &
Winder, N. (eds) Human Ecodynamics: Proceedings
of the Association for Environmental Archaeology
Conference 1998 held at the University of Newcastle
upon Tyne. Symposia of the Association for Environ-
mental Archaeology, 19, 31–46.
Bassin, C., Laske, G. & Masters, G. 2000. The current
limits of resolution for surface wave tomography in
North America. EOS, Transactions of the American
Geophysical Union, 81, F897.
Bastow, I.D., Stuart, G.W., Kendall, J.M. & Ebinger,
C.J. 2005. Uppermantle seismic structure in a region of
incipient continental breakup: northern Ethiopian rift.
Geophysical Journal International, 162, 479–493.
Bastow, I.D., Nyblade, A.A., Stuart, G.W., Rooney,
T.O. & Benoit, M.H. 2008. Upper mantle seismic
structure beneath the Ethiopian hot spot: rifting at the
edge of the African low-velocity anomaly.Geochemis-
try, Geophysics, Geosystems, 9, Q12022, http://doi.
org/10.1029/2008GC002107
J.-M. KENDALL & C. LITHGOW-BERTELLONI26
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
Bastow, I.D., Pilidou, S., Kendall, J.-M. & Stuart,
G.W. 2010. Melt-induced seismic anisotropy and
magma assisted rifting in Ethiopia: evidence from sur-
face waves. Geochemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems,
11, Q0AB05, http://doi.org/10.1029/2010GC003036
Becker, T.W. & Faccenna, C. 2009. A review of the role
of subduction dynamics for regional and global plate
motions. In: Lallemand, S. & Funiciello, F. (eds)
Subduction Zone Geodynamics. Springer, Berlin,
3–34.
Bellahsen, N., Faccenna, C., Funiciello, F., Daniel,
J.M. & Jolivet, L. 2003. Why did Arabia separate
from Africa? Insights from 3-D laboratory experi-
ments. Earth and Planetary Science Letters, 216,
365–381.
Benoit, M.H., Nyblade, A.A. & VanDecar, J.C. 2006.
Upper mantle P-wave speed variations beneath Ethio-
pia and the origin of the Afar hotspot. Geology, 34,
329, http://doi.org/10.1130/G22281.1
Berckhemer, H., Baier, B. et al. 1975. Deep seis-
mic soundings in the Afar region and on the highland
of Ethiopia. In: Pilger, A. & Rosler, A. (eds) Afar
Depression of Ethiopia. Vol. 1. Schweizerbart, Stutt-
gart, 89–107.
Bercovici, D. 2003. The generation of plate tectonics
from mantle convection. Earth and Planetary Science
Letters, 205, 107–121.
Bunge, H.-P., Richards, M.A. & Baumgardner, J.R.
2002. Mantle-circulation models with sequential
data assimilation: inferring present-day mantle struc-
ture from plate-motion histories. Philosophical Trans-
actions of the Royal Society of London Series A, 360,
2545–2567.
Brace, W.F. & Kohlstedt, D.L. 1980. Limits on litho-
spheric stress imposed by laboratory experiments.
Journal of Geophysical Research, 85, 6248–6252.
Buck, W.R. 2004. Consequences of asthenospheric vari-
ability on continental rifting. In: Karner, G.D., Tay-
lor, B., Driscoll, N.W. & Kohlstedt, D.L. (eds)
Rheology and Deformation of the Lithosphere at
Continental Margins. Columbia University Press,
New York, 1–30.
Burke, K. & Dewey, J.F. 1973. Plume generated triple
junctions: key indicators in applying plate tectonics
to old rocks. Journal of Geology, 81, 406–433.
Civiero, C., Hammond, J.O.S. et al. 2015. Multiple
mantle upwellings in the transition zone beneath the
northern East-African Rift system from relative
P-wave travel-time tomography. Geochemistry Geo-
physics Geosystems, 16, 2949–2968, http://doi.org/
10.1002/2015GC005948
Cornwell, D.G., Maguire, P.K.H., England, R.W. &
Stuart, G.W. 2010. Imaging detailed crustal structure
and magmatic intrusion across the Ethiopian rift using
a dense linear broadband array. Geochemistry, Geo-
physics, Geosystems, 11, Q0AB03, http://doi.org/10.
1029/2009GC002637
Conrad, C.P. & Gurnis, M. 2003. Seismic tomography,
surface uplift, and the breakup of Gondwanaland: inte-
grating mantle convection backwards in time. Geo-
chemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems, 4, 1031.
Conrad, C.P. & Lithgow-Bertelloni, C. 2002. How
mantle slabs drive plate tectonics. Science, 298,
207–209.
Corti, G., van Wijk, J., Cloetingh, S. & Morley, C.K.
2007. Tectonic inheritance and continental rift archi-
tecture: numerical and analogue models of the East
African Rift system. Tectonics, 26, TC6006, http://
doi.org/10.1029/2006TC002086
Daradich, A., Mitrovica, J.X., Pysklywec, R.N., Wil-
lett, S. & Forte, A. 2003. Mantle convection,
dynamic topography and rift-flank uplift of Arabia.
Geology, 31, 901–904.
Davies, D.R., Goes, S. & Lau, H.C.P. 2015. Thermally
dominated deep mantle LLSVPs: a review. In:
Khan, A., Deschamps, F. & Kawai, K. (eds) The
Earth’s Heterogeneous Mantle. Springer, Switzerland,
441–477.
Desissa, M., Johnson, N.E. et al. 2013. Amantle magma
reservoir beneath an incipient mid-ocean ridge in Afar,
Ethiopia. Nature Geoscience, 6, 861–865.
Dugda, M.T., Nyblade, A.A., Julia, J., Langston, C.,
Ammon, C. & Simiyu, S. 2005. Crustal structure in
Ethiopia and Kenya from receiver function analy-
sis: implications for rift development in eastern Africa.
Journal of Geophysical Research, 110, B01303,
http://doi.org/10.1029/2004JB003065
Dunbar, J. & Sawyer, D. 1989. How pre-existing weak-
nesses control the style of continental breakup. Journal
of Geophysical Research, 94, 7278–7292.
Ebinger, C.J. 2005. Continental break-up: the East
Africa perspective. Astronomy and Geophysics, 46,
2.16–2.21.
Ebinger, C.J. & Casey, M. 2001. Continental breakup in
magmatic provinces: an Ethiopian example. Geology,
29, 527–530.
Ebinger, C.J. & Sleep, N.H. 1998. Cenozoic magmatism
throughout East Africa resulting from impact of a sin-
gle plume. Nature, 395, 788–791.
Ebinger, C., Jackson, J., Foster, A. & Hayward, N.
1999. Extensional basin geometry and the mechani-
cal lithosphere. Philosophical Transactions of the
Royal Society of London Series A, 357, 741–762.
Ebinger, C.J., Keir, D. et al. 2008. Capturing magma
intrusion and faulting processes during continental rup-
ture: seismicity of the Dabbahu (Afar) rift. Geophysi-
cal Journal International, 174, 1138–1152.
Fishwick, S. 2010. Surface wave tomography: imaging
of the lithosphere–asthenosphere boundary beneath
central and southern Africa? Lithos, 120, 63–73,
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lithos.2010.05.011
Flesch, L.M., Haines, A.J. & Holt, W.E. 2001. Dynam-
ics of the India–Eurasia collision zone. Journal of
Geophysical Research, 106, 16435–16460.
Forsyth, D.W. & Uyeda, S. 1975. On the relative impor-
tance of driving forces and plate motion. Geophysical
Journal of the Royal Astronomical Society, 43,
163–200.
Forte, A.M., Que´re´, S., Moucha, R., Simmons, N.A.,
Grand, S.P., Mitrovica, J.X. & Rowley, D.B.
2010. Joint seismic–geodynamic–mineral physical
modelling of African geodynamics: a reconciliation
of deep-mantle convection with surface geophysical
constraints. Earth and Planetary Science Letters,
295, 329–341.
Frank, F.C. 1972. Plate tectonics, the analogy with glacial
flow, and isostasy. In: Heard, H.C., Borg, I.Y., Car-
ter, N.L. & Raleigh, C.B. (eds) Flow and Fracture
WHY IS AFRICA RIFTING? 27
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
of Rocks. Geophysical Monograph Series, 16. Ameri-
can Geophysical Union, Washington, D.C., 285–292.
Gallacher, R., Keir, D. et al. 2016. The initiation of
segmented buoyancy drivenmelting during continental
breakup. Nature Communications, in review.
Gao, S., Liu, K. & Abdelsalam, M. 2010. Seismic aniso-
tropy beneath the Afar depression and adjacent
areas: implications for mantle flow. Journal of Geo-
physical Research, 115, B12330, http://doi.org/10.
1029/2009JB007141
Gashawbeza, E.M., Klemperer, S.L., Nyblade, A.A.,
Walker, K.T. & Keranen, K.M. 2004. Shear-
wave splitting in Ethiopia: Precambrian mantle aniso-
tropy locally modified by Neogene rifting. Geophy-
sical Research Letters, 31, http://doi.org/10.1029/
2004GL020471
Gosh, A. & Holt, W.E. 2012. Plate motions and stres-
ses from global dynamical models. Science, 335,
838–843.
Guidarelli, M., Stuart, G., Hammond, J.O.S.,
Kendall, J.M., Ayele, A. & Belachew, M. 2011.
Surface wave tomography across Afar, Ethiopia:
crustal structure at a rift triple junction. Geophysical
Research Letters, 38, L24313, http://doi.org/10.
1029/2011GL046840
Grand, S., van der Hilst, R.D. & Widiyantoro, S.
1997. Global seismic tomography: a snapshot of con-
vection in the Earth. GSA Today, 7, 1–7.
Grandin, R., Socquet, A., Doin, M.P., Jacques, E., de
Chabalier, J.B. & King, G.C.P. 2010. Transient
rift opening in response to multiple dike injections
in the Manda Hararo rift (Afar, Ethiopia) imaged by
time-dependent elastic inversion of interferometric
synthetic aperture radar data. Journal of Geophysical
Research, 115, B11499.
Hager, B.H. & O’Connell, R.J. 1979. Kinematic models
of large-scale flow in the Earth’s mantle. Journal of
Geophysical Research, 84, 1031–1048.
Hall, S.A., de Sanctis, F. &Viggiani, G. 2006.Monitor-
ing fracture propagation in a soft rock (Neapolitan
Tuff) using acoustic emissions and digital images.
Pure and Applied Geophysics, 163, 2171–2204.
Hamling, I., Ayele, A. et al. 2009. Geodetic observa-
tions of the ongoing Dabbahu rifting episode: new
dyke intrusions in 2006 and 2007.Geophysical Journal
International, 178, 989–1003.
Hammond, J.O.S. 2014. Constraining melt geometries
beneath the Afar depression, Ethiopia from teleseismic
receiver functions: the anisotropic H-k stacking tech-
nique. Geochemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems, 15,
1316–1332, http://doi.org/10.1002/2013GC005186
Hammond, J.O.S. & Kendall, J.-M. 2016. Constraints on
melt distribution from seismology: a case study in Ethi-
opia. In: Wright, T.J., Ayele, A., Ferguson, D.J.,
Kidane, T. & Vye-Brown, C. (eds)Magmatic Rifting
and Active Volcanism. Geological Society, London,
Special Publications, 420. First published online Janu-
ary 13, 2016, http://doi.org/10.1144/SP420.14
Hammond, J.O.S., Kendall, J., Angus, D. & Wookey, J.
2010. Interpreting spatial variations in anisotropy:
insights into the Main Ethiopian Rift from SKS
waveform modelling. Geophysical Journal Inter-
national, 181, 1701–1712, http://doi.org/10.1111/j.
1365-246X.2010.04587.x
Hammond, J.O.S., Kendall, J.-M., Keir, D., Stuart,
G.W., Ayele, A., Ebinger, C. & Belachew, M.
2011. Crustal structure beneath the Afar triple junction.
Geochemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems, 12, Q12004,
http://doi.org/10.1029/2011GC003738
Hammond, J.O.S., Kendall, J.-M. et al. 2013. Mantle
upwelling and initiation of rift segmentation beneath
the Afar depression. Geology, 41, 635–638.
Hammond, J.O.S.,Wookey, J.,Kendall, J.-M.,Keir, D.,
Stuart, G. & Ayele, A. 2014. Differentiating flow,
melt or fossil seismic anisotropy beneath Ethiopia.
Geochemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems, 15, 1878–
1894, http://doi.org/10.1002/2013GC005185
Holtzman, B.K. & Kendall, J.-M. 2010. Organized
melt, seismic anisotropy and plate boundary lubrica-
tion. Geochemistry, Geophysics, Geosystems, 11,
Q0AB06, http://doi.org/10.1029/2010GC003296
Hopper, J.R. & Buck, W.R. 1993. The initiation of rifting
at constant tectonic force: role of diffusion creep. Jour-
nal of Geophysical Research, 98, 16213–16221.
Jackson, J. 2002. Strength of the continental lithosphere:
time to abandon the jelly sandwich. GSA Today, 12,
4–10.
Karner, G.D., Taylor, B., Driscoll, N.W. & Kohl-
stedt, D.L. 2004. Rheology and Deformation of the
Lithosphere at Continental Margins. Columbia Uni-
versity Press, New York, ix–xii.
Keir, D., Kendall, J.M., Ebinger, C.J. & Stuart, G.W.
2005. Variations in late syn-rift melt alignment
inferred from shear-wave splitting in crustal earth-
quakes beneath the Ethiopian Rift. Geophysical
Research Letters, 32, L23308.
Keir, D., Belachew, M. et al. 2011. Mapping the evolv-
ing strain field during continental breakup from crustal
anisotropy in the Afar depression. Nature Communica-
tions, 2, 285, http://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms1287
Keranen, K. & Klemperer, S.L. 2008. Discontinuous
and diachronous evolution of the main Ethiopian
Rift: implications for development of continental
rifts. Earth and Planetary Science Letters, 265,
96–111, http://doi.org/10.1016/j.epsl.2007.09.038
Kendall, J.-M., Stuart, G.W., Ebinger, C.J., Bastow,
I.D. & Keir, D. 2005. Magma assisted rifting in Ethi-
opia. Nature, 433, 146–148.
Kendall, J.-M., Pilidou, S., Keir, D., Bastow, I.,
Stuart, G. & Ayele, A. 2006. Mantle upwellings,
melt migration and the rifting of Africa: insights
from seismic anisotropy. In: Yirgu, G., Ebinger,
C.J. & Maguire, P.K.H. (eds) The Afar Volcanic
Province within the East African Rift System. Geo-
logical Society, London, Special Publications,
259, 55–72, http://doi.org/10.1144/GSL.SP.2006.
259.01.06
Khan, M.A., Mechie, J. et al. 1999. The litho-
spheric structure of the Kenya Rift as revealed by
wide-angle seismic measurements. In: Mac Niocaill,
C. & Ryan, P.D. (eds) Continental Tectonics. Geo-
logical Society, London, Special Publications, 164,
257–269, http://doi.org/10.1144/GSL.SP.1999.164.
01.13
King, G. & Bailey, G. 2006. Tectonics and human evolu-
tion. Antiquity, 80, 265–286.
Korostelev, F., Weemstra, C. et al. 2015. Magmatism
on rift flanks: insights from ambient noise phase
J.-M. KENDALL & C. LITHGOW-BERTELLONI28
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
velocity in Afar region. Geophysical Research Letters,
42, 2179–2188.
Kusznir, N.J. & Park, R.G. 1987. The extensional
strength of the continental lithosphere: its dependence
on geothermal gradient, and crustal composition and
thickness. In: Coward, M.P., Dewey, J.F. & Han-
cock, P.L. (eds) Continental Extensional Tectonics.
Geological Society, London, Special Publications,
28, 35–52, http://doi.org/10.1144/GSL.SP.1987.
028.01.04
Laske, G., Masters, G., Ma, Z. & Pasyanos, M. 2013.
Update on CRUST1.0 – a 1-degree global model of
earth’s crust. Geophysical Research Abstracts, 15,
EGU2013-2658.
Lithgow-Bertelloni, C. 2014. Driving forces: slab pull,
ridge push. In:Harff, J.,Meschede, M., Petersen, S.
& Thiede, J. (eds) Encyclopedia of Marine Geosci-
ences. Springer, Dordrecht, 1–6.
Lithgow-Bertelloni, C. & Guynn, J.H. 2004. Origin of
the lithospheric stress field. Journal of Geophysical
Research, 109, B01408, http://doi.org/10.1029/
2003JB002467
Lithgow-Bertelloni, C. & Richards, M.A. 1998. The
dynamics of Cenozoic and Mesozoic plate motions.
Reviews of Geophysics, 36, 27–78.
Lithgow-Bertelloni, C. & Silver, P.G. 1998. Dynamic
topography, plate driving forces and the African super-
swell. Nature, 395, 269–272.
Maggi, A., Jackson, J.A., Priestley, K. & Baker, C.
2000. A re-assessment of focal depth distributions
in southern Iran, the Tien Shan and northern
India: do earthquakes really occur in the continental
mantle? Geophysical Journal International, 143,
629–661.
Maguire, P., Ebinger, C.J. et al. 2003. Geophysical
project in Ethiopia studies continental breakup. EOS,
Transactions of the American Geophysical Union,
84, 337–340.
Makris, J. & Ginzburg, A. 1987. The Afar Depression:
transition between continental rifting and sea-floor
spreading. Tectonophysics, 141, 199–214, http://doi.
org/10.1016/0040-1951(87)90186-7
McKenzie, D.P. 1978. Some remarks on the development
of sedimentary basins. Earth and Planetary Science
Letters, 40, 25–32.
Molnar, P. & Lyon-Caen, H. 1988. Some simple physi-
cal aspects of the support, structure, and evolution of
mountain belts. In: Clark, S.P., Burchfiel, B.C. &
Suppe, J. (eds) Processes in Continental Lithospheric
Deformation. Geological Society of America, Special
Papers, 218, 179–207.
Moucha, R. & Forte, A.M. 2011. Changes in African
topography driven by mantle convention. Nature Geo-
science, 4, 707–712.
Naliboff, J.B., Conrad, C.P. & Lithgow-Bertelloni,
C. 2009. Modification of the lithospheric stress field
by lateral variations in plate–mantle coupling. Geo-
physical Research Letters, 36, http://doi.org/10.
1029/2009GL040484
Naliboff, J.B., Lithgow-Bertelloni, C., Ruff, L.J. &
de Koker, N. 2012. The effects of lithospheric thick-
ness and density structure on Earth’s stress field. Geo-
physical Journal International, 188, 1–17, http://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1365-246X.2011.05248.x
Nyblade, A.A. & Brazier, R.A. 2002. Precambrian lith-
ospheric controls on the development of the East Afri-
can rift system. Geology, 30, 755–758.
Nyblade, A.A. & Langston, C.A. 2002. Broadband seis-
mic experiments probe the East African Rift. EOS,
Transactions of the American Geophysical Union,
83, 407–408.
Nyblade, A.A. & Robinson, S.W. 1994. The African
superswell. Geophysical Research Letters, 21,
765–768.
McNutt, M. 1998. Superswells. Reviews of Geophysics,
36, 211–244.
Obrebski, M., Kiselev, S., Vinnik, L. & Montagner, J.
2010. Anisotropic stratification beneath Africa from
joint inversion of SKS and P receiver functions. Jour-
nal of Geophysical Research, 115, B09313, http://doi.
org/10.1029/2009JB006923
Pommier, A.&Garnero, E.J. 2014. Petrology basedmod-
eling of mantle melt electrical conductivity and joint
interpretation of electromagnetic and seismic results.
Journal of Geophysical Research, 4001–4016,
http://doi.org/10.1002/2013JB010449
Que´re´, S. & Forte, A.M. 2006. Influence of past and
present-day plate motions on spherical models of
mantle convection: implications for mantle plumes
and hotspots. Geophysical Journal International,
165, 1041–1057.
Reed, C.A., Almadani, S. et al. 2014. Receiver function
constraints on crustal seismic velocities and partial
melting beneath the Red Sea rift and adjacent regions,
Afar Depression. Journal of Geophysical Research:
Solid Earth, 119, 2138–2152.
Richardson, R.M. & Reding, L.M. 1991. North Ameri-
can plate dynamics. Journal of Geophysical Research,
96, 12201–12223.
Ritsema, J., van Heijst, H.J. & Woodhouse, J.H. 1999.
Complex shear wave velocity structure imaged
beneath Africa and Iceland. Science, 286, 1925–1928.
Rychert, C.A.,Hammond, J.O.S. et al. 2012. Volcanism
in the Afar Rift sustained by decompression melting
with minimal plume influence. Nature Geoscience, 5,
406–409, http://doi.org/10.1038/ngeo1455
Sebai, A., Stutzmann, E., Montagner, J., Sicilia, D. &
Beucler, E. 2006. Anisotropic structure of the
African upper mantle from Rayleigh and Love wave
tomography. Physics of the Earth and Planetary Inte-
riors, 155, 48, http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pepi.2005.
09.009
Sicilia, D., Montagner, J. et al. 2008. Upper mantle
structure of shear-wave velocities and stratification of
anisotropy in the Afar hotspot region. Tectonophysics,
462, 164, http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tecto.2008.02.016
Simpson, R.W. 1997. Quantifying Anderson’s fault types.
Journal of Geophysical Research, 102, 17909–17919.
Stadler, G., Gurnis, M., Burstedde, C., Wilcox, L.C.,
Alisic, L. & Ghattas, O. 2010. The dynamics of plate
tectonics and mantle flow: from local to global scales.
Science, 329, 1033–1038.
Stamps, D.S., Flesch, L.M. & Calais, E. 2010. Litho-
spheric buoyancy forces in Africa from a thin sheet
approach. International Journal of Earth Sciences,
99, 1525–1533.
Steiner, S.A. & Conrad, C.P. 2007. Does active mantle
upwelling help drive plate motions? Physics of the
WHY IS AFRICA RIFTING? 29
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
Earth and Planetary Interiors, 161, 103–114, http://
doi.org/10.1016/j.pepi.2007.01.005
Stork, A.L., Stuart, G.W., Henderson, C.M., Keir, D.
& Hammond, J.O.S. 2013. Uppermost mantle (Pn)
velocity model for the Afar region, Ethiopia: an insight
into rifting processes. Geophysical Journal Inter-
national, 193, 321–328, http://doi.org/10.1093/gji/
ggs106
Stuart, G.W., Bastow, I.D. & Ebinger, C.J. 2006.
Crustal structure of the northern Main Ethiopian Rift
from receiver function studies. In:Yirgu, G.,Ebinger,
C.J. &Maguire, P.K.H. (eds) The Afar Volcanic Prov-
ince within the East African Rift System. Geological
Society, London, Special Publications, 259, 55–72,
http://doi.org/10.1144/GSL.SP.2006.259.01.20
Thompson, D., Hammond, J. et al. 2015. Hydrous
upwelling across the mantle transition zone beneath
the Afar Triple Junction. Geochemistry, Geophysics,
Geosystems, 16, 834–846.
Tommasi, A. & Vauchez, A. 2015. Heterogeneity and
anisotropy in the lithospheric mantle. Tectonophysics,
661, 11–37.
Torsvik, T.H., Burke, K., Steinberger, B., Webb,
S.J. & Ashwal, L.D. 2010. Diamonds sampled by
plumes from the core–mantle boundary. Nature,
466, 352–355.
Turcotte, D.L. & Oxburgh, E.R. 1967. Finite amplitude
convection cells and continental drift. Journal of Fluid
Mechanics, 28, 29–42.
Vauchez, A., Barrual, G. & Tommasi, A. 1997. Why do
continents break-up parallel to ancient orogenic belts?
Terra Nova, 9, 62–66.
van Summeren, J., Conrad, C.P. & Lithgow-Bertel-
loni, C. 2012. The importance of slab pull and a
global asthenosphere to plate motions. Geochemistry,
Geophysics, Geosystems, 13, http://doi.org/10.1029/
2011GC003873
Vink, G.E., Jason Morgan, W. & Zhao, W.-L. 1984.
Preferential rifting of continents: a source of dis-
placed terranes. Journal of Geophysical Research,
89, 10072–10076.
Wernicke, B. 1985. Uniform normal-sense simple shear
of the continental lithosphere. Canadian Journal of
Earth Sciences, 22, 108–125.
Whaler, K. & Hautot, S. 2006. The electrical resistivity
structure of the crust beneath the northern Main Ethio-
pian Rift. In: Yirgu, G., Ebinger, C.J. & Maguire,
P.K.H. (eds) Structure and Evolution of the Rift Sys-
tems within the Afar Volcanic Province, Northeast
Africa. Geological Society, London, Special Publica-
tions, 259, 295–305, http://doi.org/10.1144/GSL.
SP.2006.259.01.22
White, R.S. & McKenzie, D. 1989. Magmatism at rift
zones: the generation of volcanic continental margins
and flood basalts. Journal of Geophysical Research,
94, 7685–7729.
Wilson, J.T. 1966. Did the Atlantic close and then
re-open? Nature, 211, 676–681.
Wright, T.J., Ebinger, C., Biggs, J., Ayele, A., Yirgu,
G., Keir, D. & Stork, A. 2006. Magma-maintained
rift segmentation at continental rupture in the 2005
Afar dyking episode. Nature, 442, 291–294.
Wright, T.J., Ayele, A., Ferguson, D., Kidane, T. &
Vye-Brown, C. 2016. Magmatic rifting and active
volcanism: introduction. In: Wright, T.J., Ayele,
A., Ferguson, D.J., Kidane, T. & Vye-Brown, C.
(eds) Magmatic Rifting and Active Volcanism. Geo-
logical Society, London, Special Publications, 420.
First published online July 6, 2016, http://doi.org/
10.1144/SP420.18
J.-M. KENDALL & C. LITHGOW-BERTELLONI30
 at IFM-GEOMAR on December 29, 2016http://sp.lyellcollection.org/Downloaded from 
